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Abstract

At this point in time, evaluation of the success of educational technology seems to depend
largely on how well “early adopters” make it work for teaching and learning. This paper
examines the characteristics of early adopters using Rogers (1995) diffusion of
innovations theory in order to explore three questions: 1) what differentiates early
adopters from others, 2) what are the implications of developing a long-term plan for
campus-wide activities that is based on the characteristics of early adopters, and 3) what
alternatives are there other than building from such pioneers? A number of system-wide
initiatives have been implemented at various higher education institutions which provide
models for encouraging wider diffusion of technology for teaching and learning, and
bridging the gap between early adopter success and more mainstream adoption.
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Introduction
Higher education is an information intensive institution involved in providing the changing

future qualifications required by the work force and society. Universities have a responsibility to
include computer knowledge, skills and literacy in some form as part of a student’s éducation, and
therefore have invested large sums of money into information techndlpgy dT). 1t shoﬁld be
stressed that IT has no aim in itself (B;.lll, Dalinga-Hunter, Epelboin, Frackmann, & Jennings,
1994). It is the changing, increasing of even overwhelming role and importance of information
which is the underlying and driving force for the development of IT. The advances in the
supporting technology may significantly change the potential and use of information. Those
involved i‘n higher education are'directing their efforts towards collecting, using, processing and
delivering information. Research information is the ‘ raw material’ and * final product’ of research
processes. Research findings need to be communicated, and IT supports, influences and changes
this dissemination process. Teaching and learning rely on the transfer and processirig of
information. IT may support and increase the efficiency of this interaction or even modify
educational processes, especially with regards to distance education and “anytime, anywhere”
access (Daniel, 1997). Recent estimates indicate that American colleges and universities invest
billions of dollars per year acquiring IT (Geoghegan, 1994). Formal evidence linking this
investment to ﬁigher productivity (Schwalbe, 1996) and changes and improvements in the teaching
and learning process is accumulating (Kulik & Kulik, 1980, 1987; Ehrmann, 1995), and new
. research approaches and methodologies have béen developed to adequately study the unique issues
involved in educaf:ional technology (Clark, 1989; Reigeluth, 1989). Integrating technology into the
teaching-learning transaction has been found to transform the teacher’s role from being the
traﬂitional “sage on the stage” to being a “guide on the side”, and student roles also change from
being passive receivers of content to being more active participants and partners in the leaming
| process (Alley, 1996; Repp, 1996; Roblyer, Edwafds, & Havriluk, 1997). IT is currently being
used in hi gher education for information access and delivery in libraries, research and

development, as a medium of communication, and for teaching and learning. Increased access to
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and use of the Internet is making a unique contribution to the teaching and learning process (Shaw,
1994) and will be an important part of future strategies to provide serr'ices to increased number of
students (Daniel, 1997). However, despite research and testimony that technology is being used by
more faculty, the diffusion of technological innovations for teaching and learning has not been
widespread, nor has it become deeply integrated into the curriculum (Geoghegan, 1994). No more
than five to ten percent of faculty utilize information technology in their teaching as anything more
than a "high tech" substitute for blackboard and chalk, overhead projectors, and photocopied
handouts (Reeves, 1991). Mainstream faculty seem hesitant or reluctant to adopt computer
technology for their teaching tasks. The evaluation of the success of educa\tional technology still
seems to depend largely on how well “early adopters” make it work. Given the size of investment
in instructional technology in higher education, the increased demand for distance education in the
future, and the demonstrated effectiveness with some educational outcomes, it seems reasonable to
investigate why the integration of technology for teaching and learning is so appealing to some
faculty, and not to others.
Th1s f irst toplc exa.mmed in this paper are charactenstlcs of early adopters usmg Rogers
.(1995) diffusion theory. Focus w1ll be on early adopters of 1nstruct10nal technology in higher
education and what differentiates them from mainstream faculty. Also discussed are the incentives
and barriers that may impede or promote the diffusion and adoption of innovations in instructional
. technology. The second major topic of this paper is an examination of the implications of
- developing a long-tenn plan for campus-wide integration of technology that is based on the |
characteristics of early adopters. There is growing recognition of the need to provide a different
support infrastructure for mainstream faculty than for early adopters of technology f or teaching and
learning. A number of system-wide initiatives have been implemented at various higher education
_institutions which provide models for encouraging wider diffusion of technology for teaching and |
learning, and bridging the gap between early adopter success and more mainstream adoption.
Finally, this paper concludes with an examination of the alternatives to building from the successes

and characteristics of early adopters.
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What Differentiates Early Adopters From Others?

Descriptions in the literature suggest that faculty who are innovators or early adopters of
instructional technology for teaching and leamihg are intrinsicelly motivated, self -taught, “lone-
wolves” and experimenters (Wertheimer & Zinga, 1997), who are confident and efficacious
(Snelbecker, 1995), comfortable with constant change, attracted to cl-ralllenge, risk takers, and
excellent teachers whose use of technology appears to be a natural extension of their area of
expertise (Hadley & Sheingold, 1993). Individuals in this group have often used technology to
“reengineer” (Hammer & Champy, 1993), or transform the teaching-learning transaction, thus
changing teacher and student roles (Roblyer, Edwards, & Havriluk, 1997). What differentiates the
early adopter of instructional tecfmology from other faculty members? Diffusion theory provides an
approach to discussing the differences between eaﬂy adopters-and others.

Diffusion of Innovations

A conceptual framework for analyzing of the characteristics of adopters is provided by

Everett Rogers’ (1995) theory of the diffusion of innovations. Rogers’ (1995) defines diffusion as

“the process by whrch an mnovatlon is commumcated through certam channels over tlme among

the members of a somal system” (p 5) The four main elements are the innovation, communication
channels, time, and the social system. Rogers (1995) defines an innovation as an idea, practice or
object that is perceived as new by the individual, and diffusion as the process by which an
innovation makes its way through a social system. For our purposes, the innovation is

* instructional techhology for teaching and learning, and dif] fusion is the extent to which all faculty
have adopted this innovative methodology. Becalrse individuals in a social system do not adopt an
innovation at the same time, “innovativeness” is the degree to which an individual isrelatively
earlier in adopting new ideas than other members of a system. Word prooessing isbeco'min'g a .
~ ubiquitous technology on campuses. Faculty who used text editors twenty years ago have a hi gher
degree of innovativeness than faculty who started using word processing yesterday. When an
innovation has been adopted by most or all of the members in a social system or adopter category,

diffusion has reached the saturation point. Geoghegan (1994) suggests that this saturation point
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has been reached with early adopters of instructional technology. When new ideas are in.vented,
diffused, and are adopted or rejected, leading to various consequenceé, social change 6ccurs
(Rogers, 1995). This social change can be planned or spontaneous; a phyéics department invents a
new network interface and protocol for exchanging leading edge infqnnation among physicists
versus the spontaneous and exponential demand for access to the Internet with the advent of the
World Wide Web.
Adopter Categories

The time element of the diffusion process allows us to classify adopter categories and to
draw diffusion curves. Based on Rogers (1995) diffusion theory, the adoption of an innovation
usually follows a normal, bell-shaped curve when plotted over time on a frequency basis (Figure
1). If the cumﬁlative number of adopters is plotted, the result is an S-shaped curve. Many human
traits are normally distributed; physical traits such as height or weight; behavioral traits such as
intelligence or learning of information. Hence, Rogers (1995) reasons, a variable such as the
degree of innovativeness is also expected to be normally distributed. Rogers’ classification model
offers several advantages for describing the adoption patterns of individuals in a group: (1) it is
easy to use, (2) it offers mutually exclusive and exhaustive staﬁdardi_zed categories, by which

results can be compared, replicated, and generalized across studies, and (3) because the underlying

_ distribution is assumed to be normal, continued acceptance of an innovation can be predicted and

- linked to the adopter categories (Mahajan, Muller, & Srivastava, 1990).

Rogers (1995) suggests that the adoption of a new idea results from information exchange
through interpersonal networks. The first adopter of an innovation discusses it with other members
of the system, and each of these adopters pass the new idea along to other peers. The diffusion

curve begins to level off after half of the individuals in a social system have adopted, because each

. new adopter finds it increasingly difficult to tell the new idea to a peer who has not yet adopted, for

such non-knowers become increasingly scarce. The segment of the diffusion curve between 10 to
20 percent adoption is “critical mass” or the “heart of the diffusion process” (Rogers, 1995) and

represents the transition from the “early adopter” level of innovativeness to the “early majority”.
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“critical mass”

Innovators

Early ‘Early Late

Adopters Majority Majority Laggards
13.5% -34% 34% 16 %
x-2sd x-sd x x + sd

Figure 1. Adopter Categorization on the Basis of Innovativeness (Rogers, 1995)

Having been abstracted from empirical investigations and market research, the five adopter
categories Rogers (1995) describes along the continuum of innovativeness (i.€., innovators, early
adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards) are “ideal types” desi gned to make
comparisons possible based on characteristics of tﬁe normal distribution and partitioned by the
mean and standard deviation. Ideal types are not simply the average of all observations about an
adopter category, exceptions can be found, and pronounced breaks do not occur between each of
the five categories. A different diffusion curve can be generated for each type of computer
application to compare percentage of diffusion. Personal use of word processing is almost
completely diffused because it has been adopted by a majority (> 90%) of faculty (Geoghegan,
1994), whereas presentation software and email use in classrooms is just beyond “critical mass” at
20 percent adoption (Green, 1996). Levels of college student (33%) and home (40%) computer
ownership have passed the early adopter stage, with faculty ownership (50%) diffusing into the

late majority (Green, 1996). Research comparing both the adoption of various technologies and the

extent to which they are used effectively by university faculty for teaching and leaming would

- generate different diffusion curves. Future empirical research might also build and extend upon

Rogers’ (1995) adopter categories to more accurately reflect and describe faculty innovativeness

with technology (i.e., reflective observers rather than late majority; conscientious objectors rather
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| than laggards). Semantic considerations aside, the following summary descriptions provide a
useful starting point to differentiate Rogers’ (1995) adopter categorieé.

Innovators (INs) are venturers who identify and explore new frontiers without map or
guide. Their interest in new ideas leads them out of local peér networks. Communication patterns
and friendships among a clique of INs are common even if they are geographically separated. INs
usually have control of substantial financial resources to absorb the possible loss from an
unprofitable innovation. They have an ability to understand and apply complex technical

. knowledge in their field. For example, one might find a majority of computer technology '
innovators in faculties of engineering and computer science. INs are able to cope with a high
degree of uncertainty about an iﬁnovation at the time of adoption, and are willing to accept an
occasional setback when a new idea proves unsuccessful. While an innovator may not be respected
or supported in their social system, they play an important promotional role in the diffusion
process: that of launching a new idea in the system by importing the innovation from outside the
system’s boundaries.

Early adopters (EAs) are a more integrated part of the local social system than innovators;
localites rather than cosmopolites. EAs have the greatest degree of opinion leadership in most
systems, and potential adopters look to them for advice and information about the innovation. The
EA is considered the “individual to check with” before using a new idea, and are generally sought
by change agents to serve as local evangelists for speeding the diffusion process. A change agent is

- an individual who influences potential adopters’ in a direction deemed desirable by a change
agency (Rogers, 1995). Because EAs are not too far ahead of the average individual in
innovativeness, they-slerve as artole model for many other members:of -a—social*éystém:-The EA is
respected by peers, embodies successful, discrete uses of new ideas, and makes judicious

~ innovation-decisions. The EA is the “heart of the diffusion process™ because they decrease
unéerl;ainty about a new idea by adopting it, and then convey a subjective (i.e., hunch or gut
feeling) and or objective evaluation of the innovation to peers through interpersonal networks. EAs

differ from later adopter across a number of personality variables. EAs have more empathy, less

ERIC < 8
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dogmatism, a greater ability to deal with abstractions, greater rationality, greater intelligence, a
more favorable attitude toward change, a better ability to cope with uﬁcertainty and risk, a more
favorable attitude toward science, less fatalism, and higher ésbiraﬁdns for formal eduqation and
occupations than do later adopters. _

Taken together, the early majority (EM) and the late majority (LM) represent the
“mainstream”. The EM adopts new ideas just before 50% of the members of a system; They
interact frequently with their peers, but seldom hold positions of leadership in a system. The EMs
unique position between the very early and relatively late to adopt makes them an important link in
the diffusion process. As one-third of the members in a system, they provide inter-connectedness
in the systeni’ s interpersonal netWorks. The EM may deliberate for some time before completely
adopting a new idea. Their innovation-decision period is relatively longer than that of the innovator
and early adopter. They may follow with deliberate willingness in adopting innovations, but
seldom do they lead. The LM is a skeptical one-third of a social system, and adopts new ideas after
the median (i.e., SOth percentile) member of a system. Adoption may be both an economic
necessity and as a result of increasing network pressure from peers. Innovations are approached.
cautiously, the LM do not adopt until most others have done so, and system norms must definitely
favor an innovation before they are convinced. Their relatively scarce resources mean that most of
the uncertainty about a new idea must be removed before the LM feels that it ibs safe to addpt.

Laggards (LGs) are the last in a social ‘system to adopt an innovation. The point of
- reference for the'LG is the past, decisions are often madé in terms of what has been done before,
and these individuals interact primarily with others who also ha\.re relativeiy traditional values; LGs
tend to-be suspicious of innovations.and-change agenté.-'~I-'-hei-r~innovation-déeision‘process is
relatively lengthy, with adoption and use lagging far behind awareness-knowledge of a new idea.
~ Resistance to innovations on the part of LGs may be entirely rational from the LGs’ viewpoiﬁt, as
théir resources and confidence are limited and they must be sure that a new idea will not fail before
they adopt. The LGs’ precarious economic position forces the individual to be extremely cautious

in adopting innovations. System-blame may more accurately describe the laggards’ situation.



Early adopters of instructional technology
Page 8

Information has been collected by researchers in an attempt to characterize individuals at the tail end
of the distribution as a specific personality type. Rosen and Maguire ( 1990) conducted a meta-
analysis to examine the personality characteristics of computerphobics, and found that none of the
six common beliefs characterizing the computerphobic (i.e., they are female rather than male, older
rather than younger, and possess other types of anxiety) represent reality. With regard to the
current discussion of early adopters and innovation adoption patterns, it seems likely that
computerphobics represent the tail-end of the distribution and are small in number. Rosen and
Maguire (1990) state that the computerphobic group, who are acutely or severely phobic and
exhibit all of the classic signs of an intense anxiety disorder, is actually quite small (<10%). We
might extrapolate this finding to &e faculty population to conclude that the number of faculty who
resist technology because they are phobic are small in number. Therefore, treatments for
computerphobics need not be a large part of a campus-wide strategy to integrate technology.
Rogers’ Diffusion Theory: Related Contexts
Researchers have validated Rogers’ theory by investigating the diffusion of various

innovations. Dickerson & Gentry (1983) found that early adopters of home computers displayed
similar characteristics to adopters of other innovations: middle-aged,_hi gher income, more
education, an opinion leader and information seeker. They found that early adopters of home
computers have had more experience with a variety of technical products and services than non-

- adopters. Consistent with Rogers’ proposition that the more compatible the innovation is with the

- “adopter’s backgrbund, the more likely it is to be adopted, the two experiences which best predicted
adoption of the home computer are those related to functions (i.e., games, programming)
superseded by the home computer. In a study of school counselors, Casey (1995) describes
innovators as advanced, self-taught “power users” who are authoring programs using

~ programming languages, and the laggards as “technophobes” who avoid computer technology at |
all Vcos_ts. He believes most counselors fall somewhere between these two extremes. Casey’s

(1995) early adopters were more mainstream than the innovators, effective at amplifying promising

10
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developments engineered by innovators, and eager leaders who provided workshops and
publications for peers while struggling with the slow pace of mainstreé.m acceptance.

Ram & Jung (1994) looked beyond diff usion patterns tb investigate adopter characteristics
with regards to use innovativenes;v with personal computers. Use im;ovativeness is the degree to
which an adopter uses a previously adopted product to solve a novel consumption problem. Early
adopters are found to have higher usage variety that do later adopters, which may be aresultof -
their higher involvement with the innovation. In other words, early adopters are likely to be more
use innovative and capitalize on the wide variety of uses to which a computer can be put, be more
aware of its various features and capabilities, and seek different uses for their computers than do
later adopters. Early adopters, like expert computer users, use more options, features and software
on their computers, whereas the early and late majority, like novice users, use less options to start
with. Ram & Jung (1994) suggest that later adopiers are more intimidated with new technology
and need different kinds of support than early adopters, such as additional training and user-
friendly manuals. Another appropriate strategy may be product differentiation through
simplification: create a no-frills computer for the later adopters, rather than trying to make them as
diversely accomplished as the early adopters are with the fully loaded model (Ram & Jung, 1994).
Newbies and Enthusiastic Beginners |

There is a growing number of computer-using f aculty who are not necessarily highly
skilled, or computcr literate in the traditional sense, but are very enthusiastic about adopting
* technology becaﬁse they see the potential of newer tools, such as e-maj-l and the World Wide Web,
for their students. Communication technologies may be the prdverbial carrot that entices
mainstream faculty to adopt technology for teaching- and learning (Foa, 1993). Once they are
intrigued by e-mail and the Web they may start asking questions aboi_1t other technologies (Gilbert,
- 1996). These enthusiastic beginners see technology as a methodoiogy for doing neat and exciting |
things with their students rather than being fascinated with the technology itself. With the
development of graphical interfaces, technology has become more transparent and user friendly.

However, there are still barriers that may constrain use by enthusiastic beginners, and a fairly steep

11
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learning curve to climb before integration becomes effortless. User friendliness is a seductive term
that does not represent current technology reality. Computers are still not well-designed, fault-
free, and easy to use. In fact, software manufacturers seem to be swinging from a “user friendly”
simple design with few features but great functionality, to a more complicated, feature-rich design.
Donald Norman (1993) must be having a field day examining the thousands of new, and often
poorly mapped, features and capabilities of current software! For example, Microsoft Word is a
powerhouse 16 MB word processor with thousands of features that will probably never be used by
the average user. Because of their use innovativeness, early adopters might maximize their
investment in such a program by utilizing many of its capabilities. However, later adopters may not
need a featuré—rich program to st%u’t with, and may be intimidated by all of the bells and whistles.
Early Adopters of Instructional Technology

Results from a faculty survey (Jacobson & Weller, 1988) indicate that early adopters, with
self-reported good-excellent computer skills, had different perceptions about obstacles to computer
use than did later adopting, mainstream faculty with poor-fair computer skills. While a majority of
faculty agreed that lack of funds for hardware and the lack of technical support were obstacles, a
larger percentage of mainstream faculty viewed the lack of technical support as more problematic
than early adopters. EAs were more self-sufficient with regards to support and wanted more access
to hardware resources for experimentation. Although the EAs reported acquiring computer use
mainly through self-training and assistance from colleagues, both EAs and mainstream faculty felt
- that a lack of ttaihing was an obstacle to widespread use of computers. Jacobsen & Weller (1988)
found that although the reported use of some coﬁputer applications was quite low, enthusiasm for
adopting additional innovations was quite high across both groups. These findings suggests three
trends: (1) that the use of computers for one purpose may encourage enthusiasm for further
- computer use, (2) that mainstream faculty may be limited adopters because of the lack of technical |
subport and training, and (3) that colleague supported training is a viable way to encourage

diffusion of computer applications and use. There appears to be an opportunity to capitalize on the



Early adopters of instructional technology
: Page 11

early adopter’s knowledge and skill base, and somehow share this with mainstream faculty who
have concerns about support and training. »

Hamilton & Thompson (1992) provide a good summafy of the personality characteristics
early adopters have in common in their study of the adoption of an electronic network for
educators. A communications network was established to create an eléctronic link between student
and practicing teachers and the education faculty at a college to: decrease the isolation often
experienced by student and practicing teachers, to make faculty expertise readily available, and to
increase faculty awareness of ény problems in the field. EAs in this study shared similar levels of
education, social status, and social_ participation, had a cosmopolitan outlook, accessed information
from mass média, belonged to wide interpersonal communication networks, displayed a high
degree of innovation information seeking, possessed positive attitudes toward change and risk, and
had similar aspirations and neutral attitudes toward fatalism. EAs played a.n impbrtant role in this
diffusion process because their adoption was visible to the early majority and influenced their
subsequent adoption. Hamilton & Thompson (1992) suggested that network developers should
seek out EAs who will enhance the diffusion process.

Often, the individuals who have integrated technology for teaching and learning have done
so in a university climate that has provided little or no external recognition or incentive for either
excellent teaching or téchnology implementation (Sammons, 1993). There is no professional
tra.i_ning requirement for university teachers as far as their teaqhing is concerned (Laurillard, 1993),
- faculty members.receiv_e little or no formal training on using computers for teaching and learning,
and the anﬁual review process often fails to recognize innovative teaéhi'ng as part of the merit
© -system (Sammons, 1993). Instead, faculty rely on colléague support and self -téaching, A fzichlty
member may combine teacﬁing and research with technology. Hdwev'ér, development time for
~ computer-based teaching materials may extend over years, with little reward for the final product. |
In fact, many universities have a policy which requires the developer to share or give copyright of

software products to the institution (Reeves, 1991). It appears that system-wide changes will be

i3
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needed in the reward system and training for faculty members in order to encourage broader
diffusion of instructional technology in the mainstream. |
Excellent Teaching and Early Adoption

The following study examines the early adopter profile with respect to teaching methods.
Phillip, Flores, and Sowder (1994) studied mathematics teachers whc‘)w.ere identified as early
adopters of innovative teaching methods, and found their characteristics to be similar to those
summarized by Rogers. Early adopters focused on problem solving, conceptual relationships and
understanding, and communication in mathematics. These characteristics are similar to the “discrete
and successful use of new ideas” described by Rogers. Teachers had a comprehensive knowledge
of the mathematics they were teaéhing, which is consistent with “higher rationality, higher
intelligence” of early adopters. These teachers participated in their own professional growth by
attending conferences and inservice programs, completing graduate studies, and seeking
encouragemént and support for their reform from peers and administration, suggesting that these
early adopters were involved in and contributed to a rich intérpersonal network.

Characteristics of exemplary teaching apply directly to the effective use of technology in
undergraduate teaching. It may not be the case that “early adoption of instructional technology” and
“excellent teaching™ are qualities that exist in the same faculty member. Rob Chandhok, from
Carnegie Mellon University, reminds us that “there are plenty of innovators in education that make
- no use of technology at all” (Gilbert, 1995, p. 33). Universities have to design technology

* integration plans that focus both on excellent teaching and adopting various technologies to support
teaching. Early adopters of technology who aré also excellent teachers have much to contribute fo
this planning process. Kearsley (1996) suggests that excellent teaching should be our first priority,
because adopting technology will not improve poor teacﬁing. He argues that in the absence of
_ knowledge about and enthusiasm for the discipline, student participation, explicit expectations,
well-defined course structure, and an enjoyable learning environment, technology will not enhance
learning to any degree. If cases are found where early adoption and excellent teaching exist in the

same individual, then it is worth profiling this expertise for the benefit of other faculty members

14
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* who wish to develop both their technology and teaching knowledge and skills. Books have been

written about and by excellent higher education teachers. Case study research that profiles

individuals who are both early adopters of instructional technology and excellent teachers would

fill a need by providing role models and guidance in this inn'ovative, constantly changing, and
exciting area. o
A Prototypical Model of the Early Adopter of Instructional Technology

The research on early adopters defines the general characteristics common to all ﬁlembers
of this subgroup. However, it is worth remembering that early adopters are, at the same time,
unique and vanable individuals who may resemble each other much less than they resemble the
general subgroup characteristics. Although early adopter categories are useful to describe general
group characteristics and trends, there is a need for more focused and careful description of
individuals within this category. For example, one can imagine that early adopters possess various
and different: levels of ability and skill, beliefs and visions about the value of computers, specific
personality traits, levels of risk-taking behavior, motivations to learn about technology (internal,
external, environmental, opportunity), development patterns (self-taught, peer teaching, courses),
and have implemented computers in different environments, under different conditions (i.e.,
vendor, department and self support) and with different expectations. Indeed, an interesting
question worth further investigation is whether earl'y.adopu'on depends on personality or

environment. [t appears that there is a need to develop a model, similar in nature to Sternberg and

- Horvath’s (1993 “Pfototvpical Model of the Expert Teacher” which alldws for variability among

experts, against which one can compare early adopters of instructional technology to better

understand their commonalities and differences.

Developing Long-Term Plans for Campus-wide Diffusion
Universities are in a situation where there is widespread adoption of instructional
technology by innovators and early adopters, but limited adoption by mainstream faculty (early and
late majority). It is apparent from descriptions of early adopters and the “early-late majority” |

mainstream, that these two groups have different characteristics, motivations, and needs.
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Therefore, campus-wide integration plans cannot be developed on the assumption that mainstream
faculty will naturally use computers as readily and easily as the early édopter. In the relatively short
period of time that instructional technology has been used on éampuses, many hard lessons have
been learned and it is up to each and every “leamner” to sharé those lessons (Reeves, 1991). This
knowledge sharing process can be made more efficient and widespréad through institution level
commitment and support of IT.
Blaming Faculty

Previous explanations for why universities were “stuck at the barricades” between early
adopters and mainstream faculty focused on blame. Mainstream faculty were blamed for being
stuck in nadiﬁonal methods of céurse delivery, were labeled as resistors and charged with negative
attitudes towards technology (Gordon, 1983). These explanations were based on a poor
understanding of the difference between early adopters and mainstream faculty. Administration and
management', sometimes the early adopters themselves, wondered why mainstreamers were not
jumping on board and getting with the technology program. The challenge for faculty and
administration is not to assign blame nor to attempt to fix faculty attitudes. Academics are trained to
be critical (in the best sense of the word) and may be expected to make demands for justification of
resource allocation (Noblitt, 1997). Because of their independent nature, academics might be
skeptical when technicians rather than faculty direct the use of educatidna.l technology (Gilbert,
1995). The challenge is to draft integration plans and design new educational systems within the
- logic and meanirig of the emerging paradigms that are informed by our growing understanding of
the complexity and interconnectedness of faculty social systems, communication channels, and
patterns of diffusion. A different support infrastructure is needed for mainstream faculty than that
which sufficed for early adopters. Recognizing that mainstreamers have different characteristics,
_and therefore needs, does not suggest that there is no role for early adopters in developing long-
term plans for campus-wide adoption. Quite the opposite. Early adopters have discovered and
overcome barriers in their attempt to integrate this innovation, and have developed and contributed

to a collective knowledge base concerning instructional technology. The main change agencies,
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management and administration, should capitalize on this valuable human resource that exists on
campus. Strategies to encourage EAs to share their expertise with the mainstream mi ght include
changes to the reward structure, release time for training, 6rgiﬁg links with Teaching Development
units, creation of training materials, and supporting syniposi’a and conferences.
“Critical Mass” and the “Chasm” Between Early Adopters. and Mainstream

According to Green’s (1996) annual Campus Computing Survey, adoption of technology
for classroom use has risen between 1994 And 1995. E-mail use has almost doubled to 20 percent,
use of presentation software is -over 25 percent, and the use of multimedia resources and CD-
ROM-based materials has risen to just under 10 percent. Green (1996) suggests that the use of
information téchnology is approéching the “critical mass” level, described by Rogers (1995) as the
point at which enough individuals have adopted an innovation so that the innovation’s further rate
of adoption becomes self-sustaining. However, Green (1996) also indicates that of all the issues
surrounding the adoption of technology for teaching and learning, institutions rated “user support
and training” as the most important. Unfortunately, the investment in instructional development
(that is, providing assistance t6 faculty eager to use technology in their classrooms) has remained
flat over the last six years. Although infrastructure supports innovation, and many campuses have
taken steps to replace obsolete equipment and provide access to multimedia capable computers,
technical assistance and user support are the most critical catalysts for adoption and integration of
instructional techndlo_gy (Green, 1996). |

Geoghegé.n (1994) describes what he refers to as a “chasm” between early adopters and the
early majority, such that the innovation is never adopted by the mainstream. He contrasts early
adopters, who are risk takers, more willing to expen'rhent, generally self-sufficient, and interested

in the technology itself, with early majority faculty who are more concerned about the teaching and

 learning problems being addressed than the technology used to address it, view ease of use as

critical, and want proven applications with low risk of failure. Geoghegan (1994) suggests that
critical mass is insufficient by itself to support continued diffusion because of the lack of

institutional support for: (1) developing instructional software, (2) plans for further integration of
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computers into the curriculum, (3) shortages of equipment and facilities, and (4) unrealistic
expectations based on innovators’ and early adopter’s successes. Eariy adopters (EAs) make an
innovation visible to the mainstream and decrease uncertainty about the innovation. EAs are more
experienced with technology and have higher use innovativeness, thus capitalizing on technology’s
many features and options. They seek different uses of technology to solve novel problems and
contribute to new and better uses of technology. However, by making adoption look relatively
easy, they may disguise the extensive knowledge and skills that mainstream faculty will need in
order to adopt. Geoghegan (1994) believes that without wide-spread institutional supporf, the
successes of early adopters will not effectively and efficiently diffuse into the mainstream. A
survey condﬁcted by Spotts & Bbwrrian (1993) at Western Michigan University supports
Geoghegan’s (1994) view that mainstream faculty have different needs. Factors identified by more
than half of the faculty as important in influencing their use of instructional technology were:
availability of equipment, promise of improved student learning, funds to purchase materials,
cbmpatibility with subject matter, advantages over traditional (existing) methods, increased student
interest, ease of use, information on materials in their discipline, compatibility with existing course
materials, university training in technology use, time to learn the technology and comfort level with
the technology. An additional factor identified by Ehrmann (1995), “The medium is not the

message”, may also contribute to the mainstream’s hesitance to adopt. Communications media and

* other technologies are so flexible that they do not dictate methods of teaching and learning. The

- mainstream needs direction on where to start with flexible technologies that can be integrated in any

number of ways. Administrators assume that once faculty get access to technology they will easily,
automatically, and quickly change their teaching methods and course materials to take advantage of

IT. The chief culprit for this belief is the varied use by innovators and early adopters and basing

~ expectations for mainstream faculty adoption on this use innovativeness.

Institutions as a Change Agency
Administrative types have to be convinced to let go of the infrastructure-driven “if you

build it, they will come” approach to technology integration on campus if they want to address the
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chasm between early adopters and mainstream faculty. Faculty and administration have édeep
mutual dependency. The top-down program advocate needs conVinciﬁg exemplars to justify large
investments in technology ata moment when funds are scarce,' and the bottom-up project advocaté
and enthusiastic beginner needs a well-conceived and reliable working environment for successful
implementation of innovative concepts (Noblitt, 1997). Change agents in the administration (from
the president, to deans, to directors of service units), and opinion leaders (i.e., early adopters) and
mainstream faculty, need to sit down to discuss strategies for bridging the gap. Universities
traditionally héve flat organizational structures with loosely coupled organizational units to provide
the primary services of higher edu_cation (Bull, et al., 1994). Initiatives for the innovative use of
instructional technology (IT) in teaching and learning tend to come from early adopter individuals
and research units. With the reduction in si‘ze and price of computing resources and the required
investment, decision-making for IT investment more easily fits the traditional organizational
structures of higher education with decentralization and local responsibility for decisions.
However, these individual initiatives and efforts, as well as decentralized investments in IT,
scattered all over an institution, or scattered all over the institutions within one province or country,
are insufficient by themselves to fully develop the potential of instructional technology for teaching
and learning (Bull, etal., 1994). Critical mass is just not enough. Early adopters might be
committed and enthusiastic in developing new technology-based teaching methods and computer

assisted instructional software. However, to make these efforts more widespread and their results

- used more comprehensively, incentives, training, support and reward structures “from above” are

needed to build a strong human infrastructure (Daigle and Jarmon, 1993), as well as providing the
technological infrastructure (i.e., networks, hardware and sof? tware) to drive integration. IT

investments for teaching have to be ahead of what is the state of the art in the world of work, as

_higher education prepares for the future. These ever-new investments cannot be left to

uncoordinated departmental or individual initiatives, as they often exceed respective budgets (Bull,
etal., 1994). Management has to recognize that to cause change they will have to address the

reward system and commit to system-wide investment in IT in order to address the needs of
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mainstream faculty. The key to diffusion will be training and support. Without investment in the
human infrastructure, nothing of sustainable value will be achieved (Foa, 1993).
Rogers’ Stages of Adoption |

Brace & Roberts (1996) describe a campus-wide approach to technology integration based
on Rogers’ (1995) stages of adoption that targets mainstream faculty’s needs. Innovations are
likely to gain more rapid acceptance if they are perceived as having high relative advantage, or as
being better than the idea they supersede (Rogers, 1995). Innovations with a high compatibility
with existing values, past experiences and needs of potential adopters also have an advantage.
Individuals pass from (1) knowledge of an innovation, (2) to persuasion, (3) to a decision to adopt
or reject, (4) to implementation, énd then (5) to confirmation of this decision (Rogers, 1995). The
strategies described by Brace & Roberts (1996) are aligned with Rogers’ (1995) different stages of
adoption: (1) to build awareness of the possibilities and advantages of technology, early adopters
from various disciplines demonstrated how they developed multimedia applications and used them
in their courses, and the university sponsored yearly technology conferences and symposia, (2)
ready access was provided to up-to-date, stable and reliable technology, as well as providing each
faculty member with a personal desktop computer, (3) training was made available through
developmental workshops, orientations, and one-on-one sessions, (4) technical support for both
hardware and software was provided by service units for acquisition, installation, information and
implementation, and (5) funding was provided for release time and summer grants, and recognition
- was provided thrbugh incentives and encouragement. Although no data were provided to evaluate
the success of this integration plan, the implications seem clear: instead of relying on “critical
mass” and seredipidous diffusion to bridge the “chasm” between early adopters and mainstream
faculty, those who propose wide-scale adoption of a technology-based curriculum must find a way
_ to combine innovation with a responsible, campus-wide plan for implementation (Noblitt, 1997). ‘
Rdgers’ (1995) stages of adoption will be used to frame the following discussion of the

contribution that early adopters can make to a campus-wide technology integration plan.
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(1) Knowledge of an Innovation and (2) Persuasion to Adopt

Ghandi had a vision about freedom and moved a whole éoun&y to follow in his footsteps.
One or two such visionaries are needed on campus, who believe in the value of information and
instructional technology, and also possess the leadership chaixactéris;ics needed in order to effect
real change by somehow converting the masses. A campus-wide culture that promotes adoption of
technology can be developed by leaders at each level of the organizational structure. Thpse at the
executive levels are the hardest to convince to take the lead in usihg technology, perhaps because
many belong to the pre-computer generation (Foa, 1993). Characteristics that vare beneficial to
long-term planning are capturing the vision and enthusiasm for innovation displayed by early
adopters, and channeling this into system wide initiatives that benefit all faculty. The biggest
challenge is cultural: in computing organizations and cliques, the “techies” are at the top of the
pecking order and like to tinker with technology, while the “teachies” regard technology as a
possible solution to a teaching and learning problem (Gilbert, 1995). What is needed is some way
to get the “top-down” folks, the “techies”, and the “teachies” to talk to one another. Starting with
the president, and including vice-presidents, deans, and directors of each division, a technology-
rich culture can start from changes to communication channels. For example, to promote e-mail use
(and take advantage of the campus network) ensure that evéry faculty member, including the
president, has a computer, network access, and thorough training in how to use the email system.
Then, instead of using the paper-based, internal “snail-mail” system to distribute news and
- information, ensﬁre that the president, deans, department heads, and directors put news or
information on the system and nowhere else (Foa, ‘19.93). This commitment will require
management and administration to abandon the “real men don’t type” approach to communication.
When new ideas are adopted, leading to various consequences, soc':ial‘ change occurs (Rogers,
~ 1995). E-mail and the Internet are already attractive to mainstream faculty, and are fully diffused |
among early adopters. If campus leaders demonstrate their commitment to information technology

by adopting changed communication channels, they will start a ripple effect throughout the
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institution, and indeed, maybe within themselves. And, the use of computers for one purpose
encourages future computer use and questions about other technblogiés (Broholm, 1993).

A role for early adopters in the knowledge and persuasion stages of adoption is to share
what they have learned about instructional technology with the mainstream through in-house and
across discipline demonstrations, campus conferences and symposié. Rogers (1995) posits that
mass media channels, as knowledge creators, are often most important for informing people about
an innovation, while interpersonal channels are more important in persuading someone to adopt a
new idea. Early adopters play an important role in further diffusion because of their role as opinion
leaders in commumcatlon channels and social systems. The transfer of ideas in a social system is
most effective when participants belong to the same groups or are drawn together by the same
interests (Rogers, 1995). Shared meanings and mutual language mean communication is likely to
result in greater knowledge gain, attitude formation and change, and overt behavior change.
Generally, faculty who are homophilous (degree to which a pair of individuals who communicate
are similar) develop stronger communication relationships with each other than those who are
heterophilous (not alike on the categorical variable of interest) (Valente, 1996). The similarity may
be in certain attributes, such as being in the same faculty or department, type of computer used,
and the like. When two individuals share common meanings, beliefs, and mutual understandings,
communication between them is likely to be effective (Valente, 1996). Change agents and later
adopters may have difficulty developing trust and finding common ground if their beliefs about
- adoption are dissimilar. Early adépters share characteristics and attributes that make communication
between early adopters of instructional technology effective (i.e., informal networks composed of
Mac users, web-course developers, interface designers, and so on). Interpersonal diffusion
networks are mostly homophilous. However, in order for instructional technology to diffuse intb
 the mainstream, interdisciplinary early adopters and mainstreamers have to exchange knowledge.
Heterophilous network links often connect two cliques, thus spanning two sets of socially
dissimilar individuals in a system (Broholm, 1993). These heterophilous links are especially

important for exchanging information about innovations, as is implied in Valente’s (1996)
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description of the strength of “weak ties™; there is a higher information exchange potential in
communication channels when the communicators are heterophilous (>Valente, 1996).
Homophilous diffusion patterns cause new ideas to spread horrzontally, rather than vertically,
within a system. For example, a computer science professor uses we_b-based publishjng asa
communication network in a senior class, or a computer engineer disr:ovr:rs a new algorithm to
compress video images to a fraction of their current size. It is more likely that the éorrlputer science
professor will tell other computer science professors, and the programmer will share knowledge of
the new algorithm with other programmers who speak his/her language (i.e., horizontal), than
either of these innovators immediately sharing their findings with an educator who is intrigued by
using video segments and on-linr: journals on a class web page (i.e., vertical). Homophily
therefore can act to slow down the rate of diffusion in a system, thus requiring the work of change
agents with various opinion leaders in a system. New ways must be found to encourage more
heterophilous communication in the current university structure of disciplines and specializations
that encourage homophilous exchanges.

Gilbert (1996) promotes the development of institution wide, collaborative communication
networks encourage and promote the dif fusion of information technql_ogy. He provides guidelines "
for forming a local Teaching, Learning, and Technology Roundtable (TLTR) thét would include
two categories of faculty (both early adopters and ma.rnstream), representatives from service

organizations (such as library, computing centers, faculty teaching development office, student

- affairs, facilities rnanagement), the Chief Academic Officer and or President, student

representation, and a TLT Roundtable Coordinator. The TLTR would be responsible for
developing integration plans that address the needs of current, mainstream adopters, by capitalizingl :

on the knowledge and skills of early adopters, and the support structures of 'various campus

~organizations. No individual faculty member can find or know all teaching opﬁons using

information technology that may be used for a particular course; mechanisms for sharing valuable
information among faculty and others must be provided (Gilbert, 1996). Mainstream faculty have

to contribute their point of view, different motivations, and needs so that a common ground can be
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reached between early adopter fluency and skill and campus-wide requirements. By organizing a
TLTR, heterophilous communication would become part of the univefsity’ s culture and technology
implementation and integration strategy.

There is valuable information to be gained from the early adopter’s knowledge and skill as
a technology user and integrator and the mainstream’s reaction to being new users. For example,
from a human-computer interface (HCI) perspective, we can determine from early adopters’
experiences what obstacles or incentives within the computer systéms themselves encouraged the
development of their competence (Bannon, 1991; Weber, 1990). Bannon (1991) discuss the need
for both novice and expert user input when designing computer systems. Valuable information can
also be obtained from first time léamers experiences with computer systems or applications
(Howard, 1994). Bannon (1991) also suggests there is much to be learned from an examination of
how expert users became competent, skilled users of a system. They can provide information on
the obstacles and incentives there are within a system to encourage the growth of competence. In
the same way that designers should include both novice and expert users’ perspectives and
feedback when developing systems or applications, administration should include both early
adopter and mainstream faculty in the development of technology intggration plans and strategies.

(3) Making a Decision to Adopt or Reject, and (4) Implementation

The main reasons that mainstream faculty hesitate to adopt are the lack of effective training
" and support. A number of different approaches to maximize the communication impact of early
- adopter knowledge and skill.on training come from the literature. Brace and Roberts (1996)
suggested developmental workshops, orientations, and one-on-one training sessions. However,
integration plans have to take into account that early adopters are faculty members with teaching,
research, and service workloads much like other faculty. Much of the training and daily support
_have to come from other service units on campus. Most institutions did reasonably well in the past»
10 years at developing support services appropriate to the character and needs of early adopters,

however, proportionally more support will be required, and those providing it will need better and
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more varied interpersonal skills and sensitivity to deal with the easily bruised egos of facﬁlty who
with no “special propensity for technology” (Gilbert, 1996)_ that éharaéten'zes the early adopter.

One way service units can capitalize on the knowledge Qf early adopters is by including
them in the development of training modules that can be used by. service units for Wo_rkshops (Foa,
1993). This approach must address release time and the merit system for early adopters, and the
increased financial and human resource needs of service units. Gilbert (1996) suggestsAinvolving
undergraduate students in the mainstream faculty development plah. Many undergraduates have
better skills and knowledge abéut information technology than most faculty and staff members
Gilbert, 1996). Student assistants can help increase the use of information technology for teaching
and learning, and alleviate some of the financial and human resource costs of support units,
resulting in a win-win situation for the institution, faculty, and students. Students benefit by
developing both instructional and technological skills that increase their employment marketability.
Another option for increasing the quality and availability of support services while holding down
costs is to engage early adopter faculty as peer mentors (Gilbert, 1996) and thus increase the
impact of their opinion leadership. Stipends, release time, and professional recognition through the
merit system can be used to provide incentives for this type of knowledge sharing and
interpersonal communication between heterophilous gfoups.l

Q) Confirmafion of Decision to Adopt

Roundtable discussions between different representatives and stakeholders on cainpué must

- recognize the imf)ortance of on-going support and recognition of integration efforts by mainstream

faculty. Integration takes time, there are a number of barriers and pitfalls, and progress often seems
painfully slow. Faculty members and educational institutions are more likely to participate in

gradual change rather than making a sudden, diametrically opposite choices (Gilbert, 1996). Smith

- (1996) adequately summarizes an iterative technology integration process, which includes

awareness and interest, planning and design, support and development, refinement and delivery,
assessment, and research. Faculty will want to assess whether their uses of technology for
teaching and learning are having any effect. Roundtable discussions have to focus on the successes
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and failures in order to make relevant changes to the process. It will take time to move thfough the
iterative integration cycle, to implement and then assess the results of 'innovative efforts, and
conduct research on the relative benefits. Recognition must be provided at each step through
incentives and encouragement. |
Alternatives to Campus-Wide Plans That Build- From Pioneers
It seems apparent that there is much we can learn from early adopters about possible uses

of technology. As opinion leaders, early adopters can persuade other f: aculty to adopt. An
alternative to learning from the experiences and characteristics of early adopters is to maintain the
status quo and rely on natural diffusion patterns of adoption based on critical mass. Individual
efforts will cbntinue to be scatteréd throughout an institution, and éventually these may be adopted
by the mainstream. This is not a completely negative scenario for early adopters. A collective
administrative effort that is developed “top-down™ may stifle creativity and initiative by imposing
arbitrary and bureaucratic organizational constraints, such as defining policies about the “right-
way” to integrate technology for teaching and learning. Early adopters will continue to flourishina
status quo model because of their interpersonal networks. Few instructional technology theories,
laws, and principles have stood the test of time and rigorous validation. The field is still new and
constantly evolving because of technological advancements and developments that present new
challenges to researchers and educators. Early adopters will continue to exchange information and
develop their knowledge and skills as they wrestle with these challenges. However, a status quo

- approach ignoreé the different needs and characteristics of the mainstream. Enthusiastic beginners
may be discouraged by unexpected technological barriers and the lack of training and on-going
support. By not studying and learning from early adopters we can continue with “business as
usual” and attempt to maintain campﬁses as they exist now. Administration can focus mainly on

~ technological infrastructure, and individual departments can continue to ignore faculty training and
subpqrt.

An altematjve, which deserves additional research and more commentary, is to rely on the

increased interrelatedness of various disciplines as they investigate common (but complex)
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questions to do with technology. Faculty, who are experts in their diverse fields, are often self-
constrained by their homophilous, horizontal communication social éystems. However, technology
seems to be a catalyst for bringing the basic and applied reséaréh findings of dif ferent disciplines to
bear on common questions that require contributions from €ach part of science in order to better
understand the whole. Communication technology facilitates this intefdiéciplinary exchange. For
example, computer scientists were pioneers in investigating the nature of artificial intelli gence.
Investigations into programming a machine to think, however, requires an understanding of the
nature of thinking. Computer science has not traditionally focused their research efforts on teaching
and learning, and human development, butan investigation of artificial intelligence demands a
better understanding of the humén mind, and results in the growth of such disciplines as cognitive
science. Software development teams need to include individuals with graphics skills, content
expertise, programming knowledge, and instructional designers. Disciplines, although still
distinct, are becoming more interrelated as they investigate common (but complex) questions to do
with technology. Basic and applied research from across disciplines is needed to untangle this
complicated set of knots.
Conclusion

In three main sections, this paper discussed the characteristics that differentiate early
adopters from others, the implications of developing a long-term campus-wide plan based on the
characteristics of early adopters, and summarized some alternatives to building from such pioneers.
- Characterizing the early adopter of instructional technology using diffusion theory has provided
information that can be used by universitiés interested in cémpus-(avide integration of technology
for teaching and learning;: Identif ying the unique concemns that shape the mainstreams’ decisions to
adopt led to imderstanding that a different support infrastructure is needed for mainstream f aculty
_ to integrate technology for teaching and léaming. If campus-wide integration plans are developed '
on 4the4assumption that everyone will naturally use computers as readily and easily as the early
adopter, then they are bound to fail. This paper identified the need for campus-wide planning and

investment in the “human infrastructure” by providing training and support, opening heterophilous
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communication channels, providing a technological infrastructure, and capitalizing on the opinion
leadership and evangelistic qualities of early adopters to promote furtfxer adoption by the
mainstream.

There is still a great deal to learn about early adopters of instmctional technology as a
subgroup of the faculty population. There is a need for case study research that profiles individual
early adopters of instructional technology who are excellent teachers to provide role models and
guidance in this innovative, constantly changing, and exciting area. An interesting question worth
further investigation is whether early adoption depends on personality or environment. A
prototypical model of the exemplar of this category is needed against which one can compare
individual eaﬂy adopters and better understand their commonalities and differences.

This paper did not address the complex and interesting pedagogical concerns related to
integrating -technology into teaching and learning, about which many books have been written
(Heermann, 1988; Laurillard, 1993; Roblyer, Edwards, and Havriluk, 1997). However,
discussion did yield useful guidelines for the design of professional development initiatives for
mainstream faculty who are beginning to integrate computer technology into their post-secondary
teaching. Developing awareness that the adoption of information technology for teaching and ‘
learning is a complex, barrier-ridden, and time-consuming process will help institutions understand
that expectations for campus-wide technology integration will not materialize overnight, and must
- allow for a cyclical and iterative implementation and evaluation process. Faculty support in the
- form of incentivés, rewards, time, access, and additional personnel in support units (i.e., campus
computing and media centers, library system) will be necessary to improve chances of success,
excellence, and efficiency. Early adopters are the exception, rather than the rule. However, we can
learn from exceptions and unique experiences, and take from these an understanding of the

_ necessary strategies to encourage mainstream adoption.



Early adopters of instructional technology
Page 27

References

Alley, L. R. (1996). Technology precipitates reflective teaching: an instructional epiphany.
Change, 28(2), 49-54.

Bannon, L. J. (1991). From human factors to human actors: the role of psychology and
human-computer interaction studies in system design. In Baecker, R. M., Grudin, J., Buxton, W.
A. S., & Greenberg, S. (Eds.), Human-Computer Interaction: Toward the Y ear 2000 (2nd ed.)
(pp 205-214) San Francisco, CA: Morgan- -Kaufmann.

Brace, S. B., & Roberts, G. (1996). Supporting faculty’s development and use of
instructional technology. Murfreesboro, TN: Proceedings of the Mid-South Instructional
Technology Conference. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 400 814)

Broholm, J. R. (1993). Networking on the network: teachers and electronic mail. New
Orleans, LA: Proceedings of Selected Research and Development Presentations at the Convention
of the Association for Educational Communications and Technology Sponsored by the Research
and Theory Division. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 362 154)

Bull, G. M., Dalinga-Hunter, C., Epelboin Y., Frackmann, E., & Jennings, D. (1994).

Information technologv issues f orggher education management London Jessica Kingsley
Publishers.

Casey, J. A. (1995). Developmental issues for school counselors using technology.
Elementary School Guidance and Counseling, 30(1), 26-34.

Clark, R. E. (1989). Current progress and future directions for research in instructional
technology. Educational Technology, Research and Development, 37(1), 57-66.

Daniel, J. S. (1997). Why universities need technology strategies. Change, 29(4), 11-17.

Daigle, S. L. & Jarmon, C. G. (1997). Building the campus infrastructure that really
counts. Educom Review, 32(4), 35-38.

Dickerson, M. D. & Gentry, J. W. (1983). Characteristics of adopters and non-adopters of
home computers. Journal of Consumer Research, 10(2), 225-235.

Ehrmann S. C. (1995). Asking the right questions: what does research tell us about
technology and higher leaming? Change, 27(2), 20-27.[Online] Available:
http://www .learner.org/content/ed/strat/eval/A CPBRightQuestion.html

. Foa, L. J. (1993). Technology and change: Compos1ngafour-pa.rt harmony. Educom
Review, 28(2), 27-30. .

Geoghegan, W. H. (1994). Whatever happened to instructional technology? Baltimore,

~ MD: Paper presented at the 22nd Annual Conference of the International Business Schools

Computing Association [Online]. Available:
http://ike.engr.washington.edu/news/whitep/whg/wpi.htm (July 25, 1997).

Gilbert, S. (1995). An “online” experience: Discussion group debates why faculty use or
resist technology. Change, 27(2), 28-45

Gllbert, S. (1996). Making the most of a slow revolution. Change, 28(2), 10-23.

29



Early adopters of instructional technology
Page 28"

Gordon, S. P. (1983); Faculty training and development in academic computing. Journal
of Computer-Based Instruction, 10(1-2), 51-54.

Green, K. C. (1996). The coming ubiqﬁity of information technolbgy. Change, 28(2), 24-
31.

Hadley, M., & Sheingold, K. (1993). Commonalities and distinctive patterns in teachers’
integration of computers. American Journal of Education, 101, 261-315.

Hamilton, J., & Thompson, A. (1992). The adoption and diffusion of an electronic
network for education. (IR 025 706). Paper presented at the Convention of the Association for
Educational Communications a.nd Technology Division. (ERIC Document Reproductlon Service
No. ED 347 991)

Hammer, M., and Champy, J. (1993). Reengineering the corporation. New Y ork: Harper
Business.

Heermann, B. (1988). Teaching and learning with computers: A guide for college faculty
and administrators. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Howard, D. (1994). Human-computer interactions: A phenomenological examination of
the adult first-time computer experience. Qualitative Studies in Education, 7(1), 33-49.

Jacobson, M. J., & Weller, M. H. (1987). A profile of computer use among the University
of Illinois humanities faculty. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 16(2), 83-98.

Kearsley, G. (1996). Teaching excellence: The foundation for technology effectiveness.
Educational Technology Review, 6, 24-27.

. Kulik, J. A., Kulik, C. C., & Cohen, P. A. (1980). Effectiveness of computer-based
college teaching: A meta-analysis of findings. Review of Educational Research, 50(4), 525-544.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1987). Review of recent research literature on computer-
based instruction. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 12, 222-230.

. Laurillard, D. (1993). Rethinking university teaching: A framework for the effective use of
educational technology. London: Routledge.

Mabhajan, V., Muller, E., & Srivastava, R. K. (1990). Determination of adopter categories
by using innovation diffusion models. Journal of Marketing Research, 27(1), 37-50.

- Noblitt, J. S. (1997). Making ends meet: a faculty perspective on computing and
scholarship. Educom Review, 32(3), 38-43. Also, [Online] Available:
http://www.iat.unc.edu/publications/monitor/issue7/index.html (April 15, 1997).

. Norman, D. A. (1993). Things that make us smart: Defending human attributes in the age '
of the machine. New York: Addison-Wesley.

" Philipp, R., Flores, A., & Sowder, J. (1994). Reflective practitioners reform school
mathematics. Madlson WI: Natlonal Center for Research in Mathematical Sciences Education
Research Review, 1(3), 4-9. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 372 930) -

30



Early adopters of instructional technology
: Page 29

Ram, S., & Jung, H. (1994). Innovativeness in product usage: A comparison of early
adopters and early majority. Psychology & Marketing, 11(1), 57-67.-

Reeves, T. C. (1991). Implementing CBT in higher educaﬁoh: Unfulfilled promises and
new directions. In Shlechter, T. M. (Ed.) Problems and Promises of Computer-Based Training.
New Jersey: Ablex Publishing. : - '

Reigeluth, C. M. (1989). Educational technology at the crossroads: New mindsets and new
directions. Educational Technology, Research and Development, 37(1), 67-80.

Repp, P. C. (1996). Technology precipitates reflective teaching: The evolution of a red
square. Change, 28(2), 49, 56-57. _ '

Roblyer, M. D., Edwards, J., and Havriluk, M. A. (1997). Integrating educational
technology into teaching. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Rogers, E. M. (1995). Diffusion of Innovations. (4th ed.). New York: Free Press.

Rosen, L. D., & Maguire, P. (1990). Myths and realities of computerphobia: A meta-
analysis. Anxiety Research, 3, 175-191.

~ Sammons, M. C. (1993). Motivating university faculty to integrate multimedia into
classroom presentations. Proceedings of ED-MEDIA, World Conference on Educational
Multimedia, Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE), Orlando,
Florida, Jun 1-5, pp. 457-462. - ' -

Schwalbe, K. A. (1996, March). A study of the relationship between investments in
information technology and institutional outcomes in higher education. (Doctoral Dissertation,
University of Minnesota, 1996). ProQuest - Dissertation Abstracts, AAC 9621911.

Shaw, M. L. G. (1994). Women, scholarship and information technology: a post-modern
perspective. Transactions of the Roval Society of Canada: Series 4, 5, 112-131.

Smith, K. L. (1996). Preparing faculty for instructional technology: from education to
development of creative independence. Boulder, CO: Proceedings of the 1996 CAUSE Annual
Conference. [Online] Available: hitp://www.cause.org/information-resources/ir-

~ library/text/cnc9659. txt (June 30, 1997). '

, Spotts, T.. H., & Bowman, M. A. (1993). Increasing faculty use of educational
technology: barriers and incentives. Educational Media International, 30, 199-204.

Sternberg, R. J. & Horvath, J. A. (1995). A prototype view of expert teaching.
Educational Researcher, 24(6), 9-17. : ' -

Valente, T. W. (1996). Social network thresholds in the cipiffusion of innovations. Social .

Networks, 18(1), 69-89.

Weber, W. C. (1990). An interactive systems model derived from experts’ perceptions of
human-computer issues. Educational Technology, Research and Development, 40(1), 29-39.

Wertheimer, R., & Zinga, M. (1997). Attending to the noise: applying chaos theory to

- school reform. Paper presented at the 1997 annual conference of the American Educational

Research Association. [Online] Available:
http://info.pps.pgh.pa.us/publications/articles/chaos/chaosfin.htm (April 1997).

31



Reproduction Release http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com/reprod.html

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

National Librar(j)? ffRIE)ducation .(NILE) ' ' En Ic

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

®

Reproduction Release
(Specific Document)

1. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Title:

Bridging Whe Gop Bedwesn Larly Aopter’s and Maunsraam faculty's Usel of

Autbors):__nslruchiendd fechneloay — D. Michele. Jawbsen ]
Corporate Source: T , Publication Date:
Auevst (997

II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community,
documents announced in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made
available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document
Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if reproduction release is granted, one of
the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three
options and sign in the indicated space following. '

The sample sticker shown below will be || The sample sticker shown below will be afiixed to all || The sample sticker shown below will be affixed to a
affixed to all Level 1 documents Level 2A documents

Level 2B documents
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
PERMISSION TO REFRODUCE AND MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS || FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
. BEEN GRA@ BY HAS BEEN QRA@ BY MICROFICHE ONLY HAS @4 GRANTED BY
Y < ’ . K
v
L i o o
oic *n o
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOQURCES ~ TOTHE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
| ) Level 1 I Level 2A 1l - Level2B

t t : t
i

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting Check here for Level 2A release, permitting .
reproduction and dissemination in reproduction and dissemination in microfiche and in Check here for Level 28 release, permitting
microfiche or other ERIC archival media electronic media for ERIC archival collection reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

(e.g. electronic) and paper copy. subscribers only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

1of3



Reproduction Release : http://eficfac.piccard.csc.com/reprod.html

. 3
e
. [ hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and
disseminate this document as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche, or electronic media by persons
other than ERIC employees and its system contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made
for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to

discrete inquiries.

" Bl [ el ks, Bt Dol

Orgl;;izatio Agé;s:cﬂ ’WMW.SQ enceé Telephone: ] Fay:
2500 nwxererfzbnm. MU (93)920 4729 W(43) 274 477
c aw\y A B -ada_/ - i|E-mail Address: Date:

Y | - lom g veakary ca | Pet 26 ) (975

III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another
source, please provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a
document unless it is publicly available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that

ERIC selection criteria are significantly more stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Pub_lisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate
name and address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

Jhser epverion,  Ms. (arla Kreppein

- However, 11 solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the
document being contributed) to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2nd Floor
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

20f3



Reproduction Release . : http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com/réprod.huni

o oo Telephone: 301-497-4080
* v Toll Free: 800-799-3742
' FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mail: ericfac@inet.ed.gov
WWW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com

EFF-088 (Rev. 9/97)

3of3



